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ODER 
no THH1GS 

0 Inane Insanity 0 

What is perfect is not, what is permanent is not. The order of things are 
impermanent and imperfect. In order to have order, one has to be insane to 
some degree. Chaos, as the opposite, has to be sane. But, clearly, the perception 
of things as chaotic to be sane is insane, chaos leads to not control, no amount 
of conception of things — nothing becomes one’s everything and everything is 
nothing. Everything is valued as nothing. But, order, to do things again and 
again, has to be insane. There is no real order in what we perceive to be order in 
the way we systematize our lives. If our lives are relegated to owning property 
to live on, family, raising a family ... all things which can be valued, but none 
which are universal — none which are the universally Right ways to live life. 
We must all be insane 

to some degree as it is the goal of us, generally speaking, to do these things 
and treat them as universal — expecting that there is some good life to be lived 
by the way we currently organize society. Those who are homeless somehow 
cannot be happy. Those who are recognized by the state as unemployed have no 
real job. 

It is clear that any person needs a job, something that you must do. Without 
any sort of job, you remain in a limbo of thought and action where nothing 
matters and/or nothing ever should matter. That what matters is just illusory 
and that there is no purpose to living life. Of course, with a job -- in the sense 
of a place you go for most of your days to do work — one has routine. But how 
else do we explain routine other than a way by which to order things in 
intervals of time? routine that, once we become comfortable, becomes boring. It 
is clear that humans have some sort of necessity towards chaos; routine is a 
lack of chaos, but, in a sense, when comfortable, is chaotic. Humans, then, have 
to be insane in some way. And the current concept of what a job is is insanity. It 
is insanity by the only potentially willing nature of it. It has to be done 
continuously until different results occur: the result to be happy in life. It is 
insane to work for another, which is why it is best to serve others: money -- 
paper money — is useless for your being. It is only useful in the need to have 
money to buy things. And that need is only flat by the involuntary placement of 
your life. But will you look at this unfair placement or actualize yourself, 



become more than your work, and let your work become you? Let your work 
define you by defining your work rather than your work define you by your 
situation of having to have work which defines you? How is a definition — a 
label — you? Who is the label but You? Is You not the label? Are you sane 
enough to read this? Am I sane enough to write this? A good job does not make 
a 

good man, a good man makes a good job. Post-postmodern levels of sanity 
Apparently, insanity is to do things repeatedly while expecting different results. 
Maybe insanity, as a concept rather than a diagnosis, is what is necessary to any 
sort of discovery or creation. We do not understand that capitalism, in its very 
essence of short term progression by competition, done repeatedly, must yield 
something different. The different being a better system, whatever system that 
must be. This insanity exists yet do we consider it insane if it is a popular 
opinion, regardless of what is real capitalism or not? Similar to what is real 
Christianity or not? Fake capitalism, fake Christianity, are insane as real. 
Perhaps, to some degree, we must all be insane. And perhaps those who are 
considered insane are perhaps sane as this is understanding that the repetition 
of something creates something new. If you shoot a light particle at a wall (a 
single slit), it must appear to stay on the wall. If you continue to do so, the 
space must get brighter in some capacity, something changes by doing the same 
thing repeatedly. The process must be described as insane, the reason behind 
the insanity, however, is quite sane, just repetitive. Insanity has been so insanely 
defined and expounded upon it becomes insane to pretend insanity is not the 
natural order of things: things continuously repeat with eventual different 
results. Or, that is entirely perception, clearly something must change in order 
for the different outcome to happen. Or it happens like probability rather than 
entropy. 

An example of philosophy’s problem: unnecessary confusion with little 
conclusion. A problem philosophy fixes: the question of whether all things are 
insane is inane, clearly not all things are insane and a better question must be 
asked. What question that is, I don’t know. 

A philosophy takes time to personally mature or become any actual solution to 
anything. That is the reason for us to be patient with others who, too, are on 
their own path. For if we call them stupid, idiotic, or criticize them or their 
philosophy in a way unproductive, it allows the person to either become more 
entrenched in a bad philosophy or give up philosophy altogether due to 
dissention. This is antithetical to progress, yet so many tolerant — so many 



mild -- so many progressive seem to think this is behavior which can be 
defended. It can’t, simply. As there is no rationality to the method, nor, 
especially, any compassion. As intelligent as a person can be, it is wasted if not 
coupled with “wisdom”. This is not to say that entire optimism is rational, but 
complete pessimism isn’t either. Neither is any binarily operant system which 
permit some patience but not complete patience. You can’t expect any amount 
of intellectual progression if not on the giving end of it. More than the 
dismissal of others must come the correction of oneself, no progression 
happens without progression of the self. 

In order to progress the world, too, one must progress himself. This has to 
come from a lack of being comfortable. In which comfort is analogous to 
conform; you cannot experience the necessity of uncomfortability, uncertainty 
while having a job, a place to sleep, and healthy relations. One has to become 
alone at some point in order to face the world rather than to be a product of it. 
And one will be able to easily relate and say, “yes, I, too, have been 
uncomfortable.” While being in a home they’ve been in for years in the same 
routine without some altering experience, while believing they need to have a 
job not to survive, but to feel as though it is their survival. What makes one live 
is to do something which they need. An artist needs to do art. No one needs a 
job to be satisfied, except those who need a 

job. Which is everyone. Uncertainty is the purpose of life, the necessity of life. 
Uncertain correction. 

To not correct yourself or to specify something that was unspecific is lazy and 
it creates the ease to continue to do that. Things happen by the repetition of 
them. You cannot correct yourself, to use more understandable language, by 
saving the correction for later and going “you know what I meant”. No. Words 
are a simple way to express complex ideas. If we cannot communicate 
effectively through words, how do we wish to communicate effectively? This is 
not to say there is never an instance in which you cannot say “You know what I 
meant.” There certainly are instances in which this is appropriate. It may be the 
case that you had a brain fart in what you said but you explained the rest of the 
idea fairly accurately to a degree it is understandable to the other person. 
Language has to go through two to be effective, if you cannot understand what 
you said and/or the person whom you were saying it to could not, you must 
have to correct yourself in some way then, not brush it off as the problem then 
persists. 

To tell someone to “shut up” in frustration at the ignorance of another person 



is counter effective. It is an easy way to shut someone else down and make them 
look dumb, but that should never be the goal of discourse, warranted or 
unwarranted discourse. As that makes the person believe you, too, are part of 
the conspiracy or just a defensive player in the ‘game’. 

Orient speech as much as you can towards the truth, to not accept falsehoods 
you know, even if a small miscalculation of wording or error. 

The process of repetition of repetition leads to new 

insight in that the more we consume something the more we will understand it. 
In order to know any thing, that thing must be repeated. Working to survive 
and to just be doing something, not to be living, [d would say I’d rather kill 
myself, but that would be killing myself already. Live. To get a fucking job. To 
work for someone. To go to somewhere for hours. To have routine. It’s sick. I 
need disorder. Not this much, though.^] 

An example of organization which is insanity is the organization of this book. 
There is structure, but structure which repeats, expecting new things to 
emerge when it really leads to nothing: the nothing I think of nothing, that is. 

0 The Impractical Man 0 

Practicality is not indicative of all we should learn. Something only becomes 
practical by the association to something else. Association leads to it. And you 
can’t associate things without knowing of them first. 

What is practical is that which is based on abstract thought put into action, 
however, the perception of what is practical is what makes us thrive within the 
current societal structure we are within. What is practical is owning land, 
owning property to live on, owning some form of money, having a job. These 
are societally based. But why is this the only path one must take? We all have 
jobs to do, just not always in the sense of the job another wants us to get: a 
place to go and get money, regardless of whether one feels fulfilled in the 
slightest or not? Is it preferable to have a job which drives you insane or to be 
completely 

alone, having an unconventional job, money or not? It doesn’t matter whether 
money buys happiness or not, because money, regardless of how you got it, is 
looked up towards in admiration or as something which is desirable. If those 
who wish to be impressed by you see you are financially stable, it seems the end 
of the conversation. What of when one gets a job? What question is asked 
then? Getting a job is seen as an absolute, an absolute contended on life, too, 
having to be an absolute. Once one has a job, there is less to worry about. But 
what of someone who can’t function — who lives more miserably — under a set 



structure? This is the problem of life is: comfort is never an option, because 
comfort leads to an easy conception of life: the hard work is done. You have a 
job, that is it. It is over now. The job is the life one lives, one’s day. It’s not 
whether you get a fulfilling job in the slightest, it’s whether you just get a 
fucking job. Whether you are employed. Employment — employment to an 
employer other than oneself — is not synonymous to a job; it is a job, it is not 
the only job. What is a job is what one must do. Waking up is a job. Going to 
shower is a job. We do many things a day, our brains require copious amounts 
of energy in order to work effectively. [To, when do you think? And when you 
do think, how well is your thinking? You cannot think in good quality 
exhausting your resources to do the multiple jobs we all juggle daily. What 
time does a child think? A child is always questioning. Adults must, too. But 
adults -- mental adults, that is — regard living as only doing. What makes 
humans animal is how greatly we think. Thinking is as much important as 
doing. When we give little time to thought, it’s no wonder we then become 
envious of those who appear to know more. They don’t know more of 
anything, they only spent more time thinking of the things which must be 
thought about.)] Of course, we must always start uncomfortable, that is the 
only way to truly find comfort, 
and that’s all one wants in life. 

All we want is to say our current situation is preferable to any alternate 
situation we could be in. And that is only mindset. A mindset we constrict by 
the perceived necessity of our unliberated position in life. Unliberated in the 
sense of neglecting our ability to let thought loose, not in anger, but in 
understanding. Letting thought loose to think about more than just what is in 
your backyard. Letting thought loose to understand your position in the world 
is not fixed, you are nothing. And that nothing is everything to you. You are 
everything, your ego (your awareness of self) is everything as you are the 
universe understanding itself. In order to get big, you must understand how 
small you are. How can you understand that by only looking in your 
perspective? A position one will claim is selfless because it is just to keep to 
oneself, but to only keep to oneself mentally is selfish. Selfish of the potential 
to make things better but choosing to care about a job. Or maybe it is self-less 
as one would think. 

Who wants freedom? Everyone and no one. It is scary, underlined with an 
impermanent marker on ruled paper. But those who need freedom, all, have to 
liberate themselves first. Liberation begins with a matter of your perception of 



what is happening to you and to those whom you have the ability to help. But to 
begin requires the abstract notion of needing progression. Progress, too, is 
scary as if we overthink it, it is dependent upon freedom. There is just some 
abstraction there, like a hand that we somehow have to give ourselves the push 
to be -- the push to realize the marker is not permanent, only the things which 
its existence gives to others is. 

How can we then assume we could ever be comfortable 

— more importantly, content, in remaining unfree? How can we assume that an 
intelligent society is impossible when we don’t try it in the first place? We can’t 
become smart by dismissing the possibility of it, only wishing that we were 
smart. If we only merely wish we were smart, wishing does not help the 
furtherance of smartness, you’re wasting cognition on a wish rather than an 
actualization of that wish. Geniuses, it seems, are made, not born. We have to 
make geniuses. Not only do we all have the capability to become smarter than 
we currently are, we have the capability to do so to other people. To influence 
other people to a degree they may inherit the questioning ability that leads to 
the process to get answers to questions. Education is anarchist -- without 
hierarchy, and socialist -- without competition. The only things which truly 
compete are ideas and ideas compete as what is right; ideology is capitalism. 
But, really, ideas of life — of the World, too, don’t need to compete if true. 
Because what is true to us is just true to us, we just attempt to convince others 
of our ideas and, if we are wrong, become convinced of another’s ideas. 
Effectively coming close to that objectivity of thought we desperately crave. 
Then, ideas aren’t capitalism, they’re socialism. As the arbiter of these ideas 
must cooperate in order to reach a truthful conclusion. The market of ideas is 
full communism. 

There is no thriving in a system which is predicated on titles. It seems no 
system can also exist without titles. 

A social system which places the importance of one’s ideas by the title of their 
education by someone only presumably smarter than them is a segregation of 
thought. The title of education from a degree from an institute is 
just conjecture, it’s just to appear educated. One needs a proof of ability and 
education’ to do carpentry for a living, to do electrical engineering. What of 
any science or any math? A degree proves one went to classes to learn this, but 
this is just a title of learning. The true title of being a scientist or a 
mathematician comes from actually doing either which is proven by what they 
do, not where they went to learn. The intellectual market becomes competitive 



only, yet ideas are cooperative. Good ideas build off other ideas. How can good 
ideas build off other ideas without connecting together, with the limitation of a 
Seal of Education™? The only seal is in example, not title. 

Trickle down intellectualism is not an effective way to educate a society. You 
can’t hog the intelligence for yourself only and expect those less intelligent to 
understand your explanations of ideas effectively. Education exists without a 
central authority which dictates what is true and untrue. There is no god of 
education. If there were, it would be us, collectively, as the truths of things are 
not able to monopolize. 

The idea market is privatized by a ‘public’ entity of schooling. Are schools, 
then, public? 

Social life, any ‘successful’ life, is in the private entity. Life, too, is a private 
entity -- private part. Despite the scare towards socialism from the capitalistic 
is the understanding of trying to make that which is social dependent on 
capital -- capital in money, capital in title, capital in status. Capital just produces 
Capitals, we need lowercases. Our profession is not so important it must be 
capitalized. We are not the World, neither is the Capital, nor capital, we 
worship that dehumanizes us. 

Jobs are decentralized in the sense that one has to be responsible for another 
person. In order to maintain a schedule, one has to do so relative to another 
person or private entity. But, clearly, jobs are centralized. The idea of 
employment under another, to make money for another, is central. There are 
‘superiors’, none of which are responsible to you, only you to them and those 
under them as well. “The powers of jobs are centralized, owned by only 
owners.” he falsely proclaimed. 

So let’s own ourselves, too. Get owned, son. 

0 Fulfill Me, Father 0 

Even if we do not seek a material life past the place we own and the money we 
make and own, we seek a spiritual one -- that is, one of a connection to people 
and “things”. Even so, we fall short and wonder why we remain miserable. 
Remain miserable because it’s not that suffering was lessened or no longer 
exists but you replaced your existential dread with another to avoid what may 
possibly be real by a matter of faith, outing oneself in the hands of God rather 
than letting God find his own supposed creation. We may seek a theistic 
religion and feel fulfilled. Fulfillment does only come by things which we do not 
see, but it does not come by things which cannot see us. Not because the thing 
is blind, but never existed to be blind. Or even if it does exist as something we 



can actually conceptualize as real, it is as if the thing is not real. And what is 
not real, most likely, has little reason to be believed is real. 

Even that which is not real, conceptually, we may get wrong. If we cannot 
understand what is apparently spir 

itual, we cannot expect to understand any spiritual experience. A problem of 
God is it teaches one ‘he is never alone, God is always with ‘he who believes in 
Him. If one believes, ‘he therefore never has to face himself, he faces God. It 
lessens the maturation of a person as it forbids the ‘man of solitude, the 
difficulty of aloneness and, perhaps, loneliness. Loneliness, the longer it 
happens, creates a greater appreciation for people but a resentment to oneself. 
We have to be alone to face ourselves, to understand our thinking, no matter 
how boring we may in all actuality be. We can’t escape ourselves by virtue of 
others or we risk insanity just as much as being alone. We then live for nothing, 
no longer ourselves, and live by someone else. This is how the group psychosis 
of theological assertion happens, the lack of aloneness from God wills a lack of 
power over oneself, it distributes it to an entity most are agnostic of, entrusting 
us with something beyond us thus dissociating from ourselves to something 
else. We lose, nothing wins. Belief is the cause for everything and the effect of 
everything. It is the root to every action and thought. Unjustified belief to 
oneself causes unjustified action or no action. Unjustified belief to oneself 
causes unjustified thought or no thought. 

In order to justify not believing in oneself, rather justify the nonbelief, an 
irrational belief is instead justified. One which lessens the importance of a 
person. Not out of authoritarianism of a god, but of the unjust authority 
which must come with a god. A god cannot be a perfect being or he therefore 
has to be imperfect; if no mistakes, how can there ever be correct solution? 
This is only argument towards if god is human. If god is human or similar, he 
is a contradiction. A contradiction of being permanent as no thing is ever 
permanent, and a contradiction of perfection as no thing is perfect. Except god. 
A god which replaces 

the importance of ourselves with something conceivably more than us as a 
collective (in quality, not quantity) and gives an authority. But god’s position of 
authority is one of being in authority, not of having earned it. God has not 
proved competence with the imperfections of man and the imperfection of his 
plan if he were to have one, therefore, he is not a knowledge authority. God 
deals with the reptile because it is easier, simpler, to believe in something which 
no longer exists or that which exists without being authentic or actualized. 



Many superheroes wear masks and that makes them more relatable — easier to 
root for; dead authors are more revered than alive ones. Because rooting for 
other people takes away from rooting for ourselves, so we root for people no 
longer around or people we perceive as being things. 

There’s a perceived selfishness in rooting for oneself. We must have something 
higher than us to root for or we’re inferiorly “superior”. Superman is a thing 
despite how human he may look. He is not worthy of real praise, only as a good 
character, not a real character on the merit of purported goodness. ^My 
understanding of this may be an incendiary claim to make, but this resultance 
of too simple simplicity of method happened because of the metaphysical 
attributes the words have been characterized by. Well, here is my explanation: 
the history of the words. Good is god, evil is the devil — or Satan, from the 
Christian Latin.J God has not proven worthiness of being able to take control 
of a situation. God, then, is an unjust authority. He is just only if he is perfect 
and has proven knowledge. However, if god were to prove it, it would no 
longer be a matter of faith, it’d be proof of competence. Regardless of if god 
exists or not, conceptually, he is an unjust authority. An authority we buy by 
books we barely read. To kill God is to murder murder, to let god live is to let 
murder die. 

The concept of a god gives false sense of connection to another being, that we 
are somehow never alone as god is here for us. There is no certainty god is 
here, we can only be certain of ourselves being here and believe in the high 
probability those who have proven before they are with you are here. You are 
alone. Accept this fact. No one, even if similar experiences, — experiences 
clearly explained — is experiencing your life. You are alone in your experience. 
You are not alone in what experience is. The collective experience is individual, 
but the individual experience is not collective. We are universal and personal. 
We drift towards the personal, to be special, to be from others completely. 
Communal living, cooperation, somehow is the future as the “robust 
individualism” no longer exists -- we are multiple people. Ideas are 
decentralized. We are the summation of our ideas and the work we make. You, 
however, are the summation of whatever it is you wish to be as labels, 
unfortunately, are labels. 

Socialism only exists as much as atheism does — a retaliation to the existing 
social order of how we structure society and how one and others should 
structure themselves. Without capitalism, without theism, neither socialism nor 
atheism would need to exist, both would be the basic understanding of life: we 



are social creatures and must associate socially, and we should withhold belief 
in believing a creator of the universe where there is none present beyond a 
perspective of faith. The perspective of religiosity minus that of faith, is 
seemingly impossible to rid of, however. We all worship something, atheists 
exists but the irreligious are fewer. Many atheists outside of theistic religion 
have a god if life of some kind which makes one religious. Religion of family. 
Religion of method. Religion of authority. Religion of possession. All are 
nonetheless atheist in not believing in the conceptual god, only a god 
of a concept. 

A home is everywhere and nowhere. The house you buy is not a home, it is a 
house: a place of residency you bought, rented, or made. Property is a nothing 
and everything. What property you possess is not you, nor will it ever be -- nor 
is it an extension of you. The only property which exists that is you or an 
extension of you is your art. Your art of a scientific discovery, your art of 
math, your art of being a teacher, your art of landscaping. Your art is you and 
you are your art, obviously. You are not the game you bought, the car you own, 
the street you’ve rented. You are art. The value you place on things past that 
which you create is arbitrary and something one should never take refuge in, 
but something one must do in order to live. Fuck shelter. Fuck jobs. Fuck Jobs. 
Take refuge in none, take refuge in the only things which are necessary — 
therefore, none. 

So what do you value? How can you value anything if you’ve never not valued 
something? How can you find family valuable without ever feeling as though 
one has a family? 

0 Off Valuation 0 

The nothingness of life is virtue and vice of nihilism. That nothing truly 
matters is to mean there are not things which we can never do, it means there 
are things which we can always do. Things then have to have some value 
placement, a monopoly of truth has to exist within someone. The truth 
monopoly is the only way in which a value system can actualize and any 
progression of life can be 

made. £This is why I have no distinct personality, yet do out of my thoughts 
being collectivized to a degree of seeing things too much as equal.J The 
egalitarianism of the mind is pernicious; discrimination, therefore, is necessary, 
to a degree, but not to the degree that which discrimination actualizes 
something impermissible to oneself. In this thought, it is the case that we must 
consider nothing and everything to be truly moral, otherwise, without 



consideration, knowledge of the problems that plague something, we too 
succumb to it. At the heart of any wrongdoing is a lack of consideration. A 
lack of a universal knowledge of some kind. It comes as a deterrent to any sort 
of adaption. A lack of complete questions, only questions without seeking 
answers or even better questions. Is nihilism a value itself? 

In an attempt to live and love our lives we take nothing for granted just not 
nothing for granted. We understand that we must value something in order to 
live our daily lives; at a certain level, we must not question what we value not 
always out of seeing the value to be perfect but seeing the value as being our 
livelihood and if we were to question our value, the value of our life, too, would 
likely crumble. This happens without awareness, usually, because of 
comfortableness in the value and not having to question it often out of coming 
into contact with argumentation and beliefs which already uphold this 
comfortable value. But we cannot have strong value, nonetheless ever conserve 
a value, if we are not also liberal to valuation — that values are, until we could 
theoretically objectively quantify the necessity of those values, always 
subjective and, in a sense, just subjective -- constructive just well-enough, not 
well. Value is animalistic and it explains why it is the case to not have value to 
all things out of a disconnection from us being animal as well. In order to value 
value one 

must first understand value, too. You can’t build sound values without ever 
questioning. We must all go through a state of nihilistic disvaluation of all 
things to eventually see the value in everything and then sort on what values 
work — what values are for betterment — whether betterment itself is 
something one should value. At the heart of all dichotomy in beliefs of things 
are a misunderstanding of value, we have to have solid grounding for value or, 
ironically, we remain value-less, less than the value we potentially have to offer. 
All things constantly improve, all things change, why not values too? Or, at 
least, why do we pretend not values, too? Or, even further, if we are under the 
belief that all things change, why are you certain in your value? 

People torture and abuse out of a lack of control in their own life and 
experience this in many different emotions. Such emotions need to be vented 
and come out in the form of torturous behavior or abusive behavior because 
they can not find any other way to find control — so they control others. 
Because they feel alone, isolated, misunderstood; they feel they have to get 
someone onto their level to conform to what they believe. This is also why 
belief is a large problem, it is intrinsically rooted in slave morality to have 



others conform to your ideal. It takes a degree of sociopathy to be abusive, to 
not be empathetic and emotionally intelligent of how your actions affect others. 
It is not entirely difficult for a belief to become intrinsic to one’s being, to one’s 
way of acting or the actions they take or to their identity. 

The way one changes is by belief first, belief is the root of all doing. Jesus’ 
mother believes in subservience because she has no other route, no friends who 
show her that she is worthy of better. Jesus’ father believes in domi 
nance, that he should be the man of the house and control, that because he is 
out of control, he must have it in some fashion. This is the psychological 
torment as well, a lot of insecurities. Of course, this leads into how pitying 
should we be for those who do wrong to others? It is clear Jesus’ father has to 
be suffering some insecurity problems and some personal control issues, 
therefore that is a shame. But if he were aware, would he act differently? If 
anything, awareness is the source of pity. To be unaware of what is happening 
-- the damages, that is cause for pity upon someone. If they are aware, it is less 
able to be pitied. They can be aware yet believe they have no control, that could 
be the fault of what they have been taught, the group psychosis they have been 
into. When you believe you are not in control of your life — to believe in some 
sort of nihilism that that which you do is meaningless, you give way to 
immorality, incidentally valuing pain before pleasure, typically. Nihilism is fault 
and vice ridden. 

So, really, nihilism causes abuse. 

If nihilism is to understand that no thing has an intrinsic value, color me a 
nihilist. But such a flavor of nihilism is barely nihilistic, in such a case, most 
scientists are nihilists, which is untrue. Nihilism is to find no value, the 
complete devaluation of things, but the intrinsic and extrinsic is important to 
valuing. The systemic as well, as in, what makes a thing a thing? What makes 
cake cake is a value of cake, but clearly that doesn’t feel like a value. Values are 
subjective, which is why there has yet to be a complete value science -- 
hopefully soon. But the intrinsic value of a thing, as in, that which is inherent 
to that thing, is not found. Valuation has to be extrinsic. One does not place the 
same value on a painting as another does, at least not generally. I may love De 
Kooning’s works, you may not. Clearly, we 

place different values, extrinsically, by our experience if his works. Nihilism is 
extrinsic to the world, it’s a misunderstanding of fundementum. A 
misunderstanding that intrinsic meaning does not negate the necessity towards 
extrinsic meaning in order to live. Aesthetics, sciences, life must be of value. No 



value, why live? 

Revaluation of things is just fixing fixed ideas. As no idea is fixed yet if one 
doesn’t fix it. It remains fixed, of course. 

We value reason by the reason of its value. If we transvalue its value to assert 
its imperativeness to reason, then one will value reason. Reason is a value. 
Values are by reason. Value reason by making reason a value. One makes reason 
a value by understanding reason is the leg to their values. Without valuing 
reason, you cannot value your own values. To reason with someone 
unreasonable, reason their unreasonableness to make them reason their own 
value for reason. A person who can’t be reasoned with is, logically, self- 
defeating. The begin of the road to reason begins with question, but to 
question they must reason the reasonability to question their beliefs first — it is 
a paradox. Where does questioning begin? It begins nowhere, it just begins, 
just as the universe does. 

The point to question in the first place is to be able to establish a trust. You 
cannot establish a trust without having first established it. This is the circular 
logic within authoritarianism, political and scientific, trust has to be justified, 
not mandated. There are bound with which one must take in order to progress, 
faith, regardless of the negative meaning those who proclaim themselves 
rational associate with the word, is, inherently, rational to a degree. Rational to 
a degree that necessitates a need to no longer be faithful. 

Leaps are necessary to life. 

How is one ever to argue against reason? The only reason one can argue 
against reason is with reason itself. Experience and reason, then, are both 
unreliable. As the value of reason is only valued by reason itself, not by 
something reducible to it. If it is nonreducible, of course, it is not that it is not 
needed, but that it’s foundation has to be circular and is therefore no absolute. 
Reason is no absolute, neither is experience. Our experience is there may be two 
bowls in front of us; reason, by showing the disposition of your perception 
towards the object, proves your experience to not be truth. A square exists, but 
only rationally, you cannot perceive a real square, you can only imagine it. The 
abstractness of the square is the realness of the square. The abstract, therefore, 
is practical. Leaps, then, are not leaps if faith based. Faith, as a large concept, is 
unnecessary to method comparable to faith, as a leap. What we leap towards is 
abstract in nature until it becomes practical. We undervalue the abstract and 
overvalue the practical, thinking it to be a dichotomy. 

The overvaluation and undervaluation of our thoughts: 



We can control how we behave and how we are able to do things — our 
willingness to do them, by the way in which we think about them. But our 
thinking does not necessitate reason to suggest thinking is all that will make us 
grow the will to either achieve more or to even grow’ out of an unhealthy 
state. Our thoughts are valuable, but by the forcing of positivity on them, they 
become less valuable. It is predicated on the universal truth happiness is an 
attainable end goal, which is ironically not universal 

To think a thing is beyond understanding is to only allow oneself not to 
explore it. The unthinkable to you yet thought by someone else is cowardice. It 
is to believe that what can be thought is impossible to think only to allow 
yourself to remain ignorant on the thoughts that another can or could think. It 
is different to not understand as ignorance, but different to permit oneself to 
not explore it by vice of believing it to be unthinkable. It is only unthinkable to 
one who has not thought it. Rape is not unthinkable. Murder is not 
unthinkable. Both are just reprehensible, the conclusion is the fault, not the 
proposition of thinking it ever. 

Prejudice is not inherently bad, only a misunderstanding: an assumption of 
another based on perception, based on lack of conceptualizing them as they are 
but what you believe them to be. Prejudice is radicalized preference. 

Perceived superiority is a misunderstanding of oneself 

nor bears resemblance to truth. Why do we value this, though? One needs to 
deal with the emotions as, not only does it devalue our emotions, it makes us 
less resilient to dealing with harder emotions. We become fragile when we 
ignore ourselves, and fragility halts any progression. Progression which is a 
constant, never an end. Only ever an end in the sense that the end of this is that 
it never ends. The continuation of all things is the evidence of not everything 
continuing, man is not an end to himself. He is an end in only the sense he must 
free himself, but there is more than freedom to living. End the ending, 
in relation to other people. You can’t understand yourself and think yourself to 
be superior. 

There is reason to say anything. Maybe not immediate reason, but reason 
nonetheless. Not saying is better than saying, often, as many things can be 
conveyed with fewer words. The real gradual nature of language, it seems, is it 
should be reduced as much as possible to be compact as possible. Just as 
philosophy wants to expand as much as possible, language wishes to compact as 
much as possible. Then again, compacting things is not in English’s vocabulary. 
The problem has never been that we think more than we do. The problem is 



what we think about. Whether we constantly think about the places relative to 
us or only us relative places. The more we center our perspective first, the less 
we live and then focus on suffering. Of course, we need to have our focus on 
ourselves at some level, but the problem is that we think too much on ourselves 
rather than do for all. 

One can argue that the best way to be as a society is one of a collective and that 
egos are a thing of the past. But if we have no ego, then what are we? Who are 
we if not but the ability to perceive ourselves? Of course, a counter to this is 
the Universe has no ego, it is what it is regardless of whether we can perceive 
ourselves as the Universe or not. To which I counter, egos are what makes us, 
and any other being of sentience, closer to the universe. But not a super ego to 
the rationalizing of some self importance, but rather only the awareness of the 
self, which must require an ego. And that awareness of the self, awareness of 
who we are and where we are, is essential to simultaneously dismantling the 
ego itself as we are enormously small com¬ 
parable to Us in the grand scale. No sense of self seem, then, to be as 
dangerous as too much a sense of self. Then complicates politics further. 

One of the things which philosophy does challenge is whether we are part of a 
large, collective system which may be antithetical to individuality or if we are 
individuals; this plays into politics and the battle of collectivization vs 
individualization stems from a misunderstanding of both positions. 
Individuality and collectivization are not antithetical to each other. You do not 
have to give up your individuality to be the part of a collective. Take, for 
example, ethology, each animal has their own different behaviors, but each also 
has features or actions which the species they belong to has as well. The 
thought of us not being able to be individual in a collective society is one of 
fear of the ego. The supposed goal of humanity is to benefit a collective. 
Whether that collective be our own or it be another, the ability to make the 
lives of another better than before us is the biggest gift we can give. What gift 
does narcissism leave? It is irrational to be egocentric only. 

Humans are anarchistic by nature by questionability. One must be questionable 
of the state. One must be questionable of others. One especially must be 
questionable of oneself. As, the root of this is the holistic belief in one and 
One. As, the ego of oneself as an unconscionable truth yet as a farce, a 
postmodern fable. Therefore, belief is ridiculous and real and fake. What one 
must therefore do is to entertain rather than believe, entertain thoughts as 
probable not as unquestionably true, for that goes against nature. This, to go 



back to a Nietzschean sense, is conviction; conviction against what is natural to 
do. Conviction in necessity. 

Within you there is a hierarchy of needs which you must achieve or be in the 
process of achieving in order to be satisfied; for many it can be argued that 
satisfaction may be unachievable. One can argue the lack of having things 
which one can achieve is a mutual lack of understanding of the world around 
them and themselves: the state of being lost, nondominant in hierarchical 
association of understanding. A state of what one of others may say a “loser”, 
but to be a loser in a negative light is not in itself a problem of the person who 
is lost, where control is a matter of interdependence; a matter of coming across 
the help one needs and a structure to advance in their hierarchy of satisfaction 
(or, at the very least adequacy) is an extrinsic problem to their being. Thus, the 
problem of the question to help: should we ask “Are you depressed” or rather 
“What are you lacking?”. Of course, the latter question, depending on the 
person’s state of understanding your question, will need some expounding on 
in order to clarify it being not an attack on the person; to not insinuate the 
perceived negative connotation of being a loser. As what we lack may be within 
two categories under the branch of understanding yourself, or the World. To 
not understand the world is to be low in something we all desperately need and 
we look to the nihilism of some ideology to fix this rather than to reevaluate 
not what we want to be true, but what is true -- not an objective quality, but an 
advancement quality as the truth is all that you make it not to be. Now, this is 
where psychedelia comes in: it exposes the subconscious thoughts we were not 
fully aware of, or at the least were ruminating and unexplored. This can be that 
we perceive we just found it to be uninteresting, which couldn’t be further from 
the truth: all is interesting, we can’t deem something uninteresting until 
understanding it. Only then can we deem it uninteresting. And the probability 
of then not finding something to be uninteresting 

is low unless one is, too, low in creativity (or being able to connect things 
together). Clearly, creativity then becomes an extrinsic property to that which 
you find initially uninteresting; however, the meaning of things is 
interdependent: we must apply extrinsic connection to something in order to be 
interesting. Creativity is a root of depression and, too, a lead of it. None of this 
is to say depression is not real; it is a well documented neurochemical 
phenomenon, but all too often may be the cause that we may not have 
depression but just need to help to sort ourselves out. And thus is another 
problem as we may then recognize the problem and need to then change it but 



that takes effort, something we may have lost -- even if a friend may, help, to 
better it takes effort. 

0 Of Course Not, Obviously 0 

Something obvious is that we like to have a good momentary feeling, that 
happiness must be maximized momentarily and that anything else is a sign of 
episodic depression or some sort of sadness. This is seen somewhat as a result 
of Eastern philosophy when it comes to mindfulness, to be in the present 
moment. We collectively value to be happy at the moment, which is obvious but 
not always immediately perceptible to us. Most would likely answer that long¬ 
term happiness is the goal, but that answer can only be given by those who do 
not have any sort of anxiety of the present moment. Everyone wants to feel 
happy in the present moment. What is not obvious is thinking linearly is the 
opposite of being able to have some felt immediate experience, it is to be set 
down one path unexploratively, to some goal and lacking adventure. It may be 
obvious we need to be happy now, but it is not obvious in order to be 
happy, we have to be comfortable with our negative emotions. Which is not 
something obvious as the people who seem the happiest often, of course, look 
the happiest, are the most smiley. But happiness is not contingent on the ability 
to look happy or to be able to express happiness. We fail to take into account 
the lack of expressiveness of some — by, of course, thinking linearly. Thinking 
without thinking of the differences between people. Therefore, the linear 
thinking of thinking of another without the nuance of emotion becomes 
obvious that in order to be happy in the present moment, one must not try to be 
the same others’ happiness, but of one’s own definition of happiness. We 
cannot fit into the organization of another’s world because we cannot be 
another person. 

Obviously, the government is untrustworthy, yet we do want the government to 
control something. It is obvious we are put in a government paradigm rather 
than a political — a governance relation to peoples -- paradigm. If we view 
people as imperfect yet want people to be in control of government, is it not 
then obvious why government is ineffective. Obvious, right? 

What is also obvious is the universe is not required to bend to our will, yet we 
want it to. This is only obvious after the fact of being pointed out as something 
which happens necessarily, yet we go on to think that it does need to in the way 
that we act or structure our lives. 

What is also obvious to understand is that value is more important than 
monetary success. It is easy to say, hard to actually do, hard to actually feel 



value without some monetary value or material value. Therefore, we turn to 
things which are immaterial but not to an extent of what is real, but just out of 
means to put something to our lives, some 

thing we can fall back on. The god of the material is the same as the one of 
immaterial and she is as unrewarding as the material; immediate gratification, 
lessened experience of oneself; an attempt to externalize one’s needs as 
material needs. £The concept of obviousness is fixed idea, a collective dumbing 
down of proclaiming that repetition is something unneeded to be remarked. Is 
that, then ableist? Is the use of ableism conjecture? What is to even be made of 
these abstractions? Nothing. J How long will you read this nothing? 

Of course, we have the initial perception of what is semantical is completely 
nonsensical or a waste of time, perhaps petty even. But semantics may be just 
as important as any other abstraction which we can think of thinking. 
Semantics may seem like piddling into the realm of nothingness — which it is, 
however, it is necessary. No one can reach a mutual understanding without 
having understood the foundations with which they are working. Conversely, 
there are things that may be obvious yet not need be said. To tell someone that 
something they did was the dumbest thing they’ve done may not be the right 
course because they are aware of that fact, to emphasize again causes one to 
hate themselves if we are to take this drastically. 

There are two conclusions which must come from knowing something someone 
else does not know: 

You must spread the information which led you to that conclusion because it 
may be the case it is not easily accessible, or you must learn to teach this thing 
in a different manner because it may be the case the someone whom you want 
to teach about this may have dismissed it out of another factor 
The concept of understanding must be relative to some degree to actually be 
understandable. In order to understand, one must be able to grasp something. 
This is why that which is obvious is not so easily obvious to say something is 
obvious and to use obvious as a means by which to say that something must not 
be reiterated is not a case of something being holistically obvious but of 
something being obvious to the one who has criticized the other for their 
supposed obviousness. 

Things which are obvious are enforced by experience rather than any sort of 
objective standpoint of understanding of holistic understanding of the world. 
Obviousness becomes obvious only to those who share the same worldview as 
you, too. To some, this book is obviously a waste of time and there is no new 



sort of knowledge that can be gained from this out of having not gained 
knowledge from talking about such abstract concepts and things we often take 
for granted as that which must be obvious. To me, however, it is obvious that 
there is always something to be gained from nothing as, while not obvious, or 
easily perceptible, something is always gained from what we may initially 
perceive as nothing; we gain positive knowledge from positive reinforcement of 
things we already knew but confirms those beliefs for us, we also gin negative 
knowledge from reading a bad article which we saw as being 
coupled with this possible truth. To be pessimistic about others not knowing a 
truth or have a certain opinion does not further the spread of the truth, it only 
cements complacency in this truth by those who already believe it and come 
across this. 

wrong. But even that which we disagree with holds some amount of truth to it, 
in that the truth is what is opposite to the supposed truth espoused in the 
disagreeable writing. 

This is also a case for why everything must, therefore, be interesting because 
everything holds some positive or negative truth within it somewhere that we 
have to digest. Everything is interesting as we have to make it a connection to 
something else which is interesting. One can also ask the question of “If this is 
interesting because I am connecting this to something else, then is it 
intrinsically interesting or am I applying some extrinsic thought to this thing?” 
but one can argue that it is intrinsic to the thing itself because a connection is a 
new perspective of something. To look at a tree from an upside-down angle and 
find it more appealing is not an immediate case of adding something 
interesting to the tree but seeing the tree for what it is in my new perspective. 
The value of the tree by a different view, then, is intrinsic to the tree. The value 
of the thing which is interesting by connection to something else, then, is 
intrinsic to the interesting thing. 

The problem with telling someone what is obvious is that everything is obvious 
but our perception may make us momentarily blind to that which is obvious. 
You cannot learn the truth on a whim and only hear it once, it must become 
eventually obviously justifiable to you. The obvious is as important, then, as the 
unknown. Those who say the obvious knowledge we’ve gather sociologically 
are not less than those investigating the unknown, but that is obvious. 
Obviously, something which must be reiterated. 

What we find interesting it that we may not understand it but understand the 
implications of it. The obviousness of something is that which you can imply 



resultant of a 

thing, This is how creativity must play a role in interest, as that which becomes 
interesting is connected to something else, as is the process of creativity: 
connecting things. Creative people have a wider range of interest because of 
their creativity, their ability to connect things leads them to see the implications 
of things. The reason why we may perhaps be disinterested in something is out 
of a lack of understanding the implications of something. There is always 
something to understand. I would not be interested in math if not from a 
perspective I understood. I would not find drama interesting on its surface until 
I connected it with something else, making it interesting. Interest is relative, 
interdependent upon the subsets of that which one comes to find interesting. 
There is no demarcation of our interest. If we separate our interests into 
differences rather than gradients which they are, then there is no true interest, 
it’s a following. We cannot interest ourselves by the interests of others only, we 
must find our interest in things as experience is not by others, experience is 
personal. No one experiences for you. 

Going numb is the only way in which problems must persist. We must not only 
ask who can be in charge but why and if they should be? Is authority a 
necessity or a lack of collective understanding that we can govern ourselves. 
Governance is decentralized, the real governance comes from ourselves and for 
ourselves out if the servitude of others, thus necessitating the need to abide by 
governance -- to consent to be governed is only to consent to oneself. 

Consent has to be affirmative otherwise it is not a time of consenting to 
something. The partner’s hand moving down one’s pants with a nod is an 
affirmation, just not a verbal one. Simultaneously, not being able to tell the 
other 

to stop happens as well as, if the advances are unwarranted — or unwanted, the 
person who is being advanced on may be too in shock to say yes or no and says 
nothing. But saying nothing is not a form of consent, there is no affirmation. 
Consent must be affirmative or it is not consensual. The problem is that 
affirmative consent is too easily lumped in with affirmation having to be 
communicated verbally and explicitly “yes”, when the consent is only if the 
advancement is reciprocal. If the one advanced on does not advance, too, or 
encourage advancement in some affirmative fashion, it is a form of harassment. 
Of course, this is how easy it is for the spectrum of belief on consent to often 
become extremes where either all is okay or none is okay. Either only verbal 
affirmation with a yes or only that all communication is nonverbal and must be 



insinuated. But communication is not only verbal and insinuation can be faulty, 
therefore, in the case of consent, it is not all or none. It is affirmation — 
reciprocal advancement to engage in sexual activity And, consensual largely, 
must be placed here, too. Apparently silence is consent, but if one is not voicing 
disagreement that is not a voicing of agreement. Unfortunately, it must appear 
so. The slope from silence to consent is implication, a hyperbole, clearly. 
Everything isn’t always an is or isn’t. As isn’t can be an is but not every isn’t 
can become an is. As is is only two letters off and the way in which an isn’t 
couldn’t become an is sometimes is if the context doesn’t allow for the is. The 
same is in the inverse of this. This is to say is’s and isn’t’s are a matter of 
perspective, particularly context; our perspective of this thing are 
interpretations. It doesn’t have to intrinsically be this, it only is so if it is, not if 
we see it to be this is — or isn’t. Past the system of its existence is the value we 
give it. Material is is Is. 

2 
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OBSESS OUER 

Some Matter of Opinion 

To stare at a wall and think it to be boring is projection. The only way in which 
anything is ever boring is to not have an active imagination. A lack of ability to 
either associate concepts or lack of ability to lose the control of the mind. 

It seems wisdom and imagination seem to be interdependent at some level. Of 
course, one can’t be ‘wise’ with no imagination but one can have an imagination 
yet be unwise; however, one becomes more wise the more open to imagination 
they become. That is, if wisdom is to have knowledge and particularly good 
judgment, you can only judge things well by being open to judging something 
in the first place with a multitude of different perspectives 

— the perspective which would come from the knowledge dimension of 
wisdom, which knowledge can only happen by some level of imagination to 
conjure that knowledge as one can’t learn anything without being open to 
learning first. 

People can understand philosophy or math or physics, it’s just a matter of 
learning to think abstractly -- learning to connect things together. When does 



abstraction become concrete? 

Polymathy only exists in the idea of understanding areas of expertise must 
always lead into knowing of what logically leads into another expertise. You 
cannot be a great scientist without being a philosopher, you cannot be a great 
artist without understanding art. Subjects bleed, just like people. You can’t get 
to know a person without knowing of who inspired them. The problems of 
language strikes again. 

The use of language is as important as anything else which one could consider 
practical or useful in any manner. Language is a way to describe the intrinsic, 
extrinsic, and systemic values of things. Language is formal axiology. Using 
the terms “good” and “bad” or “evil” gives that object talked about an intrinsic 
meaning relative to my perception of that thing. It becomes judgeworthy and 
presumptuous in its attachments. It’s harder to be relative. For example, you are 
not bad at mathematics, you do not understand how to formulate the answer for 
that abstract math claim. Your badness at math is not badness at all, it is 
relative to not understanding math as a chain and understanding the 
foundations of this chain to link the math together like another chain. It may be 
the need to look back at proofs or start again, but not “bad”. The words are too 
simple to use in any objective context. You may feel you are bad at math, and, 
subjectively, it is just as much of a valid claim to say this as if you were to say 
you are good at math. 

Math itself is only a language by which to describe the science and logic of the 
Universe. The science of math is underlyingly not a language itself only that 
which already is logically accessible but not coherently explained. Mathematics 
provides the explanation to this logical phenomena by giving us a means to 
communicate it. The methodology by which we discern maths isn’t 
linguistically understandable, possibly, however, and this may be the flaw of 
mathematics is that it is, to our understanding, irreducibly complex — but 
classically, it is just as it is — unwavering, nonsensical and only rational. Which 
the rationality gives it sense. The logic of math exists by just the mathematics 
of logic itself. It is granted. 

Science and philosophy, despite our best efforts, holds ground in interpretations 
of things. This is not an inherently bad thing. The more we wish to strive for 
objectivity only, the longer we neglect the importance that comes with 
subjectivity. A lack of factual assertion is not a lack of reason but of fact; 
reason can exist inside subjective domain as much as we perceive pure reason in 
objectivity. 



Why would someone be anti-science and is it ever a good thing. This delves 
into the concept of being anti-anythingp When is it necessary? To some 
degree, we must all be closed to be open in that regard, we do have to distance 
ourselves from that which we perceive to be negative. 

To seek answers to think by only seeking out another viewpoint is not entirely 
sound to making informed decision on what may be the correct viewpoint, too. 
You must also consider yourself for a moment and examine what you think of 
this viewpoint based on previous knowledge and the validity of it based on the 
arguments themselves for such a belief and why such a belief would be 
believed first. However, don’t also only consider your opinion; without being 
experienced with this other viewpoint and the viewpoint of which you hold, 
you will conform to your own biases regardless of realization. You are not 
infallible, and in fact more likely to be than to not. The truth of how we learn is 
social and personal, and simultaneously not. But the truth that must completely 
exist becomes universally true, despite the social nature of gathering truth. 
The creative nature of it as well. 
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All creative thoughts must also be original thought. As, if not original, then 
that must mean that the thoughts were never connected by you. It may have 
been done before, but if your brain connected ideas together, that is then 
original creativity. Of course, proving this is impossible, therefore, to state 
something as unoriginal is, too, unoriginal. Unoriginal in the sense that you are 
connecting this something to something which you also had perceived earlier as 
not being original. 

It is very odd that ‘thinking outside the box’ is a societally valuable trait. 
However, in order to think outside the box, one must entertain most thought 
but not believe in them, and even if they understand a thought to be perhaps 
incorrect or against a value they have reasoned, realize that there is always 
room for the case this different view is a matter of someone else’s perspective 
and not out of a perceived evilness. It is then we must attempt to reach at the 



level of the other there. You have to get higher to get low to the ground. [Tm 
still waiting on being able to understand both the low and high, relative to me, 
of course/] 

The only thing we need more in life than trees are more trees. 

A society which sees the arts as something beyond them and important yet 
actively condemns them. This is why the artist is seen as pretentious and the 
stereotype of the misunderstood artist happens, because the artist has 
understood full expression is the only kind of real expression. Repression of 
oneself becomes easily a repression of others. The more one hides from 
themselves, the harder they are to love. Because who they are shows not 
through theirself. This is why people who can see the true selves of others have 
some sort of gift, it’s not merely looking for the good in people as anyone can 
do that. It is an instinctual thing, perhaps too easily seeming as metaphysical. 
Something mystical and postmodern. 

Luck as physically understood: Luck is a matter of an accidental probabilistic 
outcome in which one gets lucky, not a physical manifestation of something 
metaphysical happening - at least, not in the way in which we think so. The 
probability of some thing is metaphysical, beyond our physical perception, but 
the outcome is physical. A sophist would ask at what point does the 
metaphysical become physical, to which the wise man understands the question 
implies that happens. It is only illusory, not something which really happens. 
We cannot say that happens as we cannot yet say the metaphysical happens. It 
clear that luck is something that happens, coincidence is easily perceptible as 
just an outcome of probability in this dimension. 

There’s an odd circular irony in the complete rejection of postmodern thought. 
In rejecting postmodernism, one falls victim to that which postmodernism first 
criticized: taking things for granted. That, rejection is something 
which must be granted out of the fact of postmodernism’s having the 
capability to become nihilism. Like sadness is to happiness, sincerity of thought 
can only first come by the deconstruction of it, and the modernism of this then 
forms a reconstruction of this new thought. Past the post, we enter a 
metamodernism, one which understand the sincerity of both modernism and 
postmodernism. Modernism takes things for granted, the postmodern then had 
to question, confuse, and befuddle the modernist into going “maybe I am 
wrong.” After postmodernism, one must decide to succumb to the nihilism that 
is easy to fall into or to create new values. At the heart of the struggle of living 
is the uncertainty of values, postmodernism exposes that the truth behind 



these values we have are no more true than another’s, but the conclusion, post¬ 
postmodern, is to understand that we must then take things as granted, [T 
think there is a systemic dismantling of objectivism which happens throughout 
history. (Postmodernism, atheism, anarchism, epistemic anarchy, anti-realism). 
Not only did Einstein reveal the universe is relative, but philosophically, 
everything is relative to another thing. We all think relatively. Systemic 
“transempiricism” is what is happening societally, duh. This is the radicalization 
of the absence of something and deciding upon it as being relative when a 
value or tradition has been logically compromised or dismantled.)] 

Nothing matters. This is a relief. To the uncreative, this is trap: “What now?”, 
he would say. But he doesn’t say this as an uncreative person doesn’t exist. 
There is no person incapable of connecting things. If he is to exist, he’s died 
already. In some sense, this would be eugenics by creativity. Which, well, 
doesn’t happen. With nothing mattering, we can create our own lives. Mirror 
the lives of heroes, remix their goodness into something better. If you 
don’t write anything down you’ll just have thoughts which go nowhere and die. 
How does it feel to be a murderer of thought, you Nazi? 

An artist only dies when he realizes he no longer has something to share with 
the world and, also, nothing to gain from the world. It doesn’t matter the 
popularity of the work or of whether he physically died because he still lives in 
his work. The only way to live, then, is to make. If you cannot make, you 
cannot live. Which, then, all humans live. All humans and perhaps most, or 
even all, animals have the capacity to live. Just the perception of the existence 
of that capacity evaporates by either a lack of support or a lack of ability to 
find oneself out of something confining them to their current state of living — 
to put this energy into uncreative, uncritical things. 

If an artist can only talk about art and not of anything else, then we are 
doomed. We are doomed to continue not connecting a things together to form a 
better understanding of the world. If we cannot understand the 
interconnectedness of any subject, we become dogmatic in that area believing it 
to be the highest form of life or of expertise. 

There is no point to be educated in art when you are not pushed to make art 
yourself. If you’ve not made art, there is nothing to gain from learning of any 
arts in school. The biggest problem is the false attribution of positivity. We can 
not say with certainty which art is not art, as all that is art is that which we 
attribute to it. Now, we can determine what art belongs into a certain category 
and say whether it is, to us, good or bad art. But all bad art is still nonetheless 



art. There is such a good thing as bad philosophy and good philosophy. Good 
Science and bad science. PThe problem 

of a medium to a child should never be the advocacy of banning that art but 
only to introduce art contrary to it. Maybe.J 

Leave works unfinished; not out of laziness but because there is always 
something to add. Add, add, add. Knowledge comes in snippets. You don’t get 
vast amounts of knowledge from lecture, you get it from conjecture. This is 
why we’ve continuously shortened our language. Attention is rapid, let’s adapt. 
The audience must be patient to understand. 

We have to understand nothing to understand something because something is 
contingent on nothingness, just as any duality. Technology could maybe run on 
nothing eventually. What is needed is a soft heart, softness of natural being 
rooted in experience. When one is not in nature, one is not in tune with himself 
any longer. Primitivism is necessity, but so is progression to civilization. Real 
civilization can only come through the understanding of nature. Civilization 
does not imply capitalism, it implies socialism — personal and universal 
attachment to nature. As not only are we the universe but the universe is us. If 
we cannot accept this fact, we cannot accept any part of reality. More than the 
obsession with nothing, one becomes nothing. I become nothing. Nature is all, 
nothing else. 

Loosening By Losing 

To not lose control of oneself, of the mind in particidar, out of being in control 
of oneself is ironically a lack of control in oneself. You cannot understand 
control without having lost it before. If you do not allow yourself to 
become lost, lost in a matter of freeing, you will always remain lost. 

LThere’s an uncanny loneliness which comes with not actually being alone -- in 
the sense of being able to think by yourself. Aloneness which is accompanied by 
some commodity, a commodity which gives the illusion of feeling a person’s 
presence. Through a screen. Through a plastic or glass under which is 
thousands of pixels aligning to form images quick enough to where it is fluid 
and simulates a realness. An aloneness which is the realization you have no one 
around you — no one you connect to on a deep level, that is. No one, even if not 
a deep connection, who feels new. No spontaneity of living. Of going out. 
Because, it’s hard to go. Contemplating just whether I should take the bus to 
the park. The only time to go anywhere being when one says we will go do 
something after a long period of me not showering and remaining “alone” with 
the screen. Even writing this is a task, but it has to come out in some form or I 



will become emotionally unhealthy — more emotionally unhealthy that is. 
Writing this, still, though fast, feels hard. Hard to understand. I’ve read on 
loneliness, have experienced before. 

It is the point at which no hug is needed, no sympathy is needed. What is only 
needed is a sense of freedom past only feeling free in my mind. My spiritual 
life, my life of learning, is rich now. In dying poor, I die rich. If I were to die 
rich, I die poor. But what of my physical life? My romantic life? My sex life? 
My friendships? Who is there anymore? Fucking lonely. Terrible self-pity to a 
degree that this pity makes me feel less lonely yet simultaneously aware of the 
crippling loneliness of my daysj 

The company of strangers after periods of loneliness helps one realize the 
beauty of every person. 

Aloneness produces the best ideas in the same way loneliness produces a better 
appreciation for people. Too much aloneness produces a lack of a critical view 
of one’s ideas; too much loneliness turns into resentment -- and if already 
sociopathic, fuel for revenge. 

Music is therapy in always the sense that it is never the case you look for, or 
listen to music which is not expressing what you feel, want to feel, or want not 
to feel. Not even lyrically, but instrumentally. 

I lack the executive function to go somewhere. I recognize I need a change of 
pace. I need a new place. But the only new place and pace I remain to find new 
is just headspace and headspace may help, but not in actual spacing. I’ve lost the 
ability to feel okay. The only okay is passive, as a means to say “sure, I probably 
know this. I won’t act on this most likely.” The only okay is one of ambivalence, 
I no longer understand what is “okay”. I feel good. I feel. That is it. I just feel 
something. Something which permits me to keep going. A feeling that is quite 
describable, actually. 

It seems we all have some form of executive dysfunction in which we do 
understand that something is right, such as it must be logically reasonable that 
the act of being lazy begets more laziness despite there also being an 
importance to laziness as well. This is also of course dependent on how well 
something is explained and to explain things in a manner completely 
reasonably simple to another is more of a gift of understanding something 
rather than of conceptual liability where the explanation is hard to break up 
again into steps. Everything is a whole part of a part 

of a whole and to grasp this notion is dependent on explaining that things are 
complexly reducible but this does not necessitate that this is easily perceptible. 



Property is a whole part of a part of the whole of politics which politics is a 
whole part of a part of the whole of human and nature interactions. All must 
be, however, explained sufficely. 

It seems that those who are shown complete compassion forget how 
compassion works. At a certain level, there is always the feeling of having been 
sabotaged by someone and the continuation of it if one is ever to ask for help, 
or even learn how to ask for help. Help is a mud stained topic for those who 
were shown immense compassion before in their life to a degree of not 
knowing how to interact with those who do not share the same level of 
compassion. It is too much empathy, empathy for seemingly no good reason; to 
take on another person completely where, then, both become helpless and love 
together — both only living by having not physically died yet, both still more 
vegetables than a tomato is not. Both rationalizing why they are still here. Why 
they must still be here in this big mess of a world, of a situation. Stuck in the 
fishbowl, of course. But, rather, stuck in the miniature castle in the fishbowl. 
It’s not as if the fish does not know how to come out, it’s not as if the fish is 
scared of what is out there, it is out of a lack of getting from point A to point 
B, a lack of executive action. To execute things is not in the resume of the prey. 
The prey can’t help but be the prey. He can try as he must, train with who he 
will, but the only thing he can truly do in life is to minimize his suffering. To 
feel less targeted, less of just some byproduct to the world. The prey could get 
along with the predator if both didn’t feel the necessity to view each other as 
such for the sake of food. Humans are prey and predator, just lesser so. 
Predatory in the hypermasculinity of how we associate — a degrading of any 
thing which could perhaps be even remotely homosexual or just not 
heterosexual. The predator hunts the predator to other prey for humans, really. 
It’s easy to become disconnected from reality in the absence of physicality. 
Rothko’s works look boring on a phone screen. You don’t get the same 
perspective and experience you do otherwise being in person. You don’t get the 
same grandness of scale and immersion to watch a movie on your phone 
comparable to the theater. It’s easy to say art is boring because one is not 
looking at it in person. If anything, the view art is boring is more boring that 
any possibly boring art itself. It’s a tired notion people have uttered for decades. 
There’s a difference between seeing a bed of flowers and experiencing it. 

There is a lack of personability to phone conversations, yet it also seems quite 
personal to you and who you are on the phone with, because it is a mutual 
exchange. But personal interaction is also very physical in a lot of senses, 



experience is everything, and to hear the person you are talking to is only a 
small part of the experience. Not to mention the smell of them, the distance 
between you and them and how openly you perceive them in relation to when 
you are interacting with them; the perception of how they respond, how they 
wish to be proactive and initiate or continue the dialogue of the phone 
conversation. Phone conversations are great to hear, to give to the imagination 
of what that person was — or is like by how you’d perceive them in person. 

Be your own friend. We are all fundamentally lonely. Our mortality, relative to 
our input, controls us more than we control it. But, while the rate at which 
mortality can be controlled can be disputed, one thing isn’t: no one other 
than yourself controls this. 

The intention may mean well behind a certain truth but no truth bears 
resemblance of a truth not given truthfully. Even if true, have you still just 
bought into it? What is the point of believing something if not knowing 
whether or not it may be true? 

Not wishing to have friends is just a momentary lie to oneself to ease the pain 
of lacking true meaningful friendship which we all need. Only a fool believes 
they can always be alone. Cooperation is the root of the best of human 
endeavors, cooperation rooted in the understandable sense of the self and the 
selves of others. 

One’s replicability does not matter in terms of one’s existentiality, only the 
difficulty of replicability. If one is hard to be replaced, one has done well. If 
one is easy to replace, one has wasted life. Perhaps to only goal of life, relative 
to others’ lives, is just to be hard to replace — hard to be copied. 

We all want someone to hug us and tell us that things, despite how hard they 
will be, will be okay. This is an extension on treating others as you should want 
to be treated. You want that, to be heard. To be understood. Why not be that 
person to another? Be understanding. In order to improve life, your own life as 
well, you must sacrifice a part of your life for others. No one lives your life but 
you, but you can’t live your life only without also not living for others. 

Perhaps I am only able to feel free as a result of living in a constricting world. 
Perhaps it is the case that my freedom is dependent on being for something else 
rather than 

being from another. As, is it then freedom if you are not the acting cause to 
continue that momentum from? If you can’t get more than from to for, how 
does one ever expect to be free? How does one ever expect to live? This is why 
wisdom is by lacking. If you lack freedom, you must seek it. If you lack 



anything, identifying that which you lack happens and causes you to them seek 
it out. I may be free now, but I could be free-er. 

Not free from what, free for what? To be free from is the maintaining of the 
idea that one was in shackles in the first place, rather, it should be that you 
controlled your situation. As in, what are you now free for? In order to be free, 
ironically, you must seek a necessary dependence on doing something or the 
hedonistic experience of slavish “freedom” swings into nihilism of life quickly. 
True liberation should come with being free from the oppressor and not having 
to stoop to the level the oppressor has. Pacifistic by and of nature 
Wisdom is often characterized as gaining understanding from experience. 
Wisdom, too, can be a gaining of understanding from a lack of experience, a 
lack of having or doing something which must compel one to understanding 
the importance of that thing on a social and personal level. Wisdom, therefore, 
has to be all-encompassing, all knowing, to a degree. There is luxury in 
necessity, not necessity in luxury. Visa Virtue. 

Emotionaiizina Rationality 
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How do we justify mockery? Is mockery ever justifiable? 

When should one hate? Shoidd one hate animals for invading their property in 
some capacity which is an irritation for the person? Of course, not just dislike, 
but hate. Any person with a sense of self is going to dislike this happening, but 
should one hate? For example, rats. Rats are cute creatures despite the disease 
they carry and the mess they leave. 

Do we not wish to be the equal to animals? To be equal is not a usurpation of 
our rights nor an advancement of theirs, only a matter of understanding. How 
can one be with another living creature and look down on it? How can one look 
in contempt? The further we lose love for animals, for any living thing, is the 
further we move from ourselves. We are animals. Animals are people, too. A 
person speaks to the effect of who we call our own, too, and all is our own. 
Spiders are people, rats are people. Do they attack out of maliciousness or out 
of seeing you as a threat? We are as close to cheetahs as cheetahs are to 
giraffes; both are animals and so are we. We are not a complete difference from 
them. There are many sentient animals, many animals capable of reasoning and 
sentience. To make problems only human is a problem of isolation; this is ego 
problem — an echo chamber. 

The only ethical outcome is to properly understand self-interest or selfishness, 
but such ethical standard comes from the basis of others’ too. The relationship 
is to be interpersonal, which is why the theory of selfishness and selflessness is 



wrong. The ethical way to behave -- or to begin and end is in the reassurance 
of others by being assured in oneself — to affirm your life, not on others or 
yourself, but on that which you can do. The money gained, the praise earned, 
the assurance of self from things you do is not the real outcome, it is the 
realization of the spreading of yourself to others — to make an impact on 
something other than what is readily available. The ego should develop but on 
the basis of the contribution to a greater society. 

Complete selflessness is just what it is, self-less, lessening the affirming of the 
self by only the focus upon others. 

How could a friend ever be a friend if ‘he judges and looks at you as lesser than 
by admitting things which make you vulnerable? How could a person ever be a 
person? How, as a human, could one ever disregard or judge another while 
knowing of going through hard times? He is human, you are human. Humans 
suffer, whether continually or continuously. Not empathizing, not showing the 
empathetic compassion you would need, too, when vulnerable, is inhumane. If 
one has friends who are not family, they are not friends, they’re just friends. 

The only reason one finds in the rationalization of hurting another is in finding 
that person to be below human or animal, that person is somehow a scum which 
must be rid. This, too, only happens when coupled with a lack of perspective, as 
humans make mistakes. The goal should be to make the human remorseful of 
what they have done, not to punish them for doing what they have done. Thus, 
when is punishment justified? We all have this inclination, not of love, but 
something beyond us to help another. In the most rudimentary sense this is, of 
course, altruism. 

Altruism, collectively, cannot be altruistic if another must depend on the 
altruism on another to survive and thus becomes dependent on the altruism. 
Dependence lacks the humanity of us, we must be interdependent. Altruism 
can only be altruistic if the outcome results in a net positive effect for those 
involved. The more you want, the less you get. Get out of giving. 

Attachment and connection are very different. Emotions can be rational and the 
foundation of our emotions are rational, really, [I realized too late the 
importance of connection, and despite having connection over the line, it is 
impersonal to a degree.^ 
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The real growth that takes place in any sort of betterment of the self has to 
deal not with doing things by oneself, but first having the ability to. To 
cognitively lack the ability to help oneself not suffer exorbitantly, help from 
another to get to the point of being able to help oneself is necessary. Thus 
cognitive lack of ability can be from something as rooted as apathy to 
something as observant as retardation; both, and any other way in which one 



lacks, is not a fault of the person. This is where psychological conservatism can 
become almost sociopathic, in which one does not realize that not every one 
simply has the means to help themselves. We are not born perfectly social or 
capable, and even if one is, it can be shaped to become a learned behavior of 
helplessness to the point of being utterly helpless to themselves and need to 
guidance to get help or to be able to even receive help. Behavior is part nature, 
mostly nurture. The point of helping another is not to give them some path 
you are taking but giving them the ability to be free for something, not from. 
Freedom from leaves something that is then filled with a desire, virtue or vice, 
but to be free for something is true freedom. One should not be suggested “Hey, 
you should be an astronaut”, it should be “Do you want to be an astronaut?”. 
Suggestion to others is counterintuitive and confines them as a freedom from, 
openness of ability -- openness of question, leads to giving the ability to 
another to forge a path. By suggesting, we limit. 

Sometimes, someone holding your hand really is all you need to get started. 
Some are too selfish to realize this, even when asked. If one cannot muster the 
ability to even want to do a thing, what makes you think they can just get up 
and do that thing. All of us need help, sometimes it is our duty to our fellow 
person to help them when we realize they need help and can’t ask for it. And 
sometimes, it is necessary to let them fall because what may be perceived as 
falling to you may not be falling to them. Peace is relative. Those who are not 
free unwittingly try to enclose those who are when they recognize their 
freedom. 

A way in which people think binarily is that people seem to think it is either 
your fault or the fault of someone else. Either that you are the product of your 
reality or your reality is the product of you. And neither is false, but just one is 
not true either. Nature gives way to nurture and the phenomenon of nurture 
itself happens because you make it happen, too, but out of the problems arisen. 
By this case, it becomes reprehensible to consider someone else reprehensible 
without an understanding of that person; without an understanding of why 
that person believes. 

The smartest people can, too, be the most superficial. A lot of them, despite 
their smarts, look at others on their superficial value or the way they perceive 
the other person -- that because they are loud, or obnoxious, or do not talk 
about deep concepts about the universe, they are somehow devoid of smartness 
or not worthy of our time. We can always gain to learn something from 
anyone; the mark of an intellectually mature person — not the mark of just an 



intellectual person — is their willingness to understand that everyone can be as 
smart as they themselves are -- or smarter. But other factors, perhaps even 
biological, prevent them from doing so or to even pursue doing do. This is why 
altruism is the necessity of nature: to nurture. To nurture the possible 
intellectual growth of our peers, too, and not to only judge them, but to be 
perceptive and understand the parts where learning can take hold. You cannot 
only teach them, them learning teaches you too. 

This is what I realize with everything I do, watch, say, read, or listen to: 
suggesting, we limit. 

Sometimes, someone holding your hand really is all you need to get started. 
Some are too selfish to realize this, even when asked. If one cannot muster the 
ability to even want to do a thing, what makes you think they can just get up 
and do that thing. All of us need help, sometimes it is our duty to our fellow 
person to help them when we realize they need help and can’t ask for it. And 
sometimes, it is necessary to let them fall because what may be perceived as 
falling to you may not be falling to them. Peace is relative. Those who are not 
free unwittingly try to enclose those who are when they recognize their 
freedom. 

A way in which people think binarily is that people seem to think it is either 
your fault or the fault of someone else. Either that you are the product of your 
reality or your reality is the product of you. And neither is false, but just one is 
not true either. Nature gives way to nurture and the phenomenon of nurture 
itself happens because you make it happen, too, but out of the problems arisen. 
By this case, it becomes reprehensible to consider someone else reprehensible 
without an understanding of that person; without an understanding of why 
that person believes. 

The smartest people can, too, be the most superficial. A lot of them, despite 
their smarts, look at others on their superficial value or the way they perceive 
the other person — that because they are loud, or obnoxious, or do not talk 
about deep concepts about the universe, they are somehow devoid of smartness 
or not worthy of our time. We can always gain to learn something from 
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altruism is the necessity of nature: to nurture. To nurture the possible 
intellectual growth of our peers, too, and not to only judge them, but to be 



perceptive and understand the parts where learning can take hold. You cannot 
only teach them, them learning teaches you too. 

This is what I realize with everything I do, watch, say, read, or listen to: 
smarter. But other factors, perhaps even biological, prevent them from doing so 
or to even pursue doing do. This is why altruism is the necessity of nature: to 
nurture. To nurture the possible intellectual growth of our peers, too, and not 
to only judge them, but to be perceptive and understand the parts where 
learning can take hold. You cannot only teach them, them learning teaches you 
too. 

This is what I realize with everything I do, watch, say, read, or listen to: 

It would be foolish to engage with someone who would have no capacity to 
understand you as that then becomes a waste of your time. That engagement 
belongs to someone else to make who is closer to their level. But this is not a 
hierarchical association of intelligence or awareness but of an association of 
whom is along their path at a similar time as the one who you would not be able 
to reach. This is not to say that in relation you are the superior, only to say that 
you two speak two languages and therefore need time for the other to go 
through translations to get to where you are, or perhaps that inverse of that 
situation in which you must be the one to get translations. As this is a case of 
becoming a monster as well, if you cannot speak the language — a language not 
contingent on culture but of personability — then you will succumb to loss. 
Addiction implies impunity, beyond someone’s control. If you are addicted, you 
are not yourself fully. You need to be reformed from the addiction. 

Suicide as a permanent solution to a temporary problem is not a complete 
understanding of suicide, as all things are temporary and so is life. The 
impermanence of everything is all that really is permanent, what is the 
qualifier to place permanence above temporariness when the inevitable solution 
to living is to die anyhow? Life would be impermanent anyhow and what is the 
reason to view suicide as selfish just by ending one’s life by one’s own hands to 
stop living(QC) as, in order to kill oneself you have to have died already. What 
is he selfishness in ending one’s suffering(rhet) In the case in which life is 
insufferable, it is best to end it when one has been fulfilled, when one can no 
longer balance living with suffering. Suicide is not selfish always, nor is the 
argument to it being a permanent solution a sound argument against suicide as 
of course the permanent quality of ending one’s life has to come from 
understanding that one’s life is temporary anyhow. Should we then wish that 
we use temporary solutions to solve temporary problems? No, we should wish 



to use a permanent one. One which extinguishes the problem and that is the 
logic of suicide. 

Codependent people in relationships are caused by parents who depend on their 
child to vent to emotionally. That is, if it is one sided or both have no one else 
to rely upon to vent. Codependence is birthed from low self-esteem. 

What is included in falling in love is also the falling apart of life. If one loves 
something so much, it can become obsessive; it is the same area of the brain. 
That which one loves, one is also obsessed with. When you are obsessed, you 
neglect everything else. You neglect necessities. This also leads into why 
something can grow from this deep love and obsession: an understanding of 
the fragility of all things, we must not really place our values hierarchically. All 
values have to be not conviction based and have to be both philosophically 
abstract and practical. 

We are all made up of the ideas of others. This does not change the ideas 
themselves, only that the ideas of others make us. Doesn’t lessen our 
individuality. If you can’t defend the idea don’t mention it to others until it has 
some perceivable truth behind it. 

There is never something not to learn. Even if you know the outcome, it is best 
to widen your area of understanding by discovering the other side of the issue. 
Even if your beliefs remain confirmed, what you should learn is to not be 
complacent to what you have learned, there is the plausibility that what you 
learned will be something that you’ve heard before but framed differently than 
what was framed previously. 
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Addiction implies impunity, beyond someone’s control. If you are addicted, you 
are not yourself fully. You need to be reformed from the addiction. 
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qualifier to place permanence above temporariness when the inevitable solution 
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selfishness in ending one’s suffering^ In the case in which life is insufferable, it 
is best to end it when one has been fulfilled, when one can no longer balance 
living with suffering. Suicide is not selfish always, nor is the argument to it 



being a permanent solution a sound argument against suicide as of course the 
permanent quality of ending one’s life has to come from understanding that 
one’s life is temporary anyhow. Should we then wish that we use temporary 
solutions to solve temporary problems? No, we should wish to use a permanent 
one. One which extinguishes the problem and that is the logic of suicide. 
Codependent people in relationships are caused by parents who depend on their 
child to vent to emotionally. That is, if it is one sided or both have no one else 
to rely upon to vent. Codependence is birthed from low self-esteem. 

What is included in falling in love is also the falling apart of life. If one loves 
something so much, it can become obsessive; it is the same area of the brain. 
That which one loves, one is also obsessed with. When you are obsessed, you 
neglect everything else. You neglect necessities. This also leads into why 
something can grow from this deep love and obsession: an understanding of 
the fragility of all things, we must not really place our values hierarchically. All 
values have to be not conviction based and have to be both philosophically 
abstract and practical. 

We are all made up of the ideas of others. This does not change the ideas 
themselves, only that the ideas of others make us. Doesn’t lessen our 
individuality. If you can’t defend the idea don’t mention it to others until it has 
some perceivable truth behind it. 
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Nothing Values 

co -U co 

The truth I have found for myself in the concept of living — in the scale of 
what cosmology has taught us, the scale the values by us has taught us — is that 
we must always have to find something greater than us. And, perhaps out of 
my experience of the lack of understanding and the bias that must come with 
that, the truth I have come with is something I find complex but very simplistic 



in what makes the universe obviously only so bearable: love. Love is the only 
way in which to be free yet simultaneously chained, freedom is a contradiction 
of value, love is, too. The universe, in this way, contradicts itself, and life must 
contradict itself, too. In order to appreciate the small, we must think large. In 
order to notice beauty we must have seen that which is not beautiful. This is 
simple, but it implies much about us and our place in how we should and can be 
as people of the World. The goal is to express, to love. But I’m not satisfied 
with love. Love, as understood by many philosophers before, transcends us. Like 
consciousness, it is clearly physically manifested, but it is also metaphysical. 
Not only love of another but love of something. Love of art, love of science. 
The problem with love is you cannot fall in moderation, it is a hard fall. You 
break your legs, every bone in your body. Then probably your heart, somehow, 
out of falling too hard. You should have at least skid on the rocks when you fell, 
but you fall straight down. How’s the weather down there? Probably, lonely. 

The root of any and all relationships is a matter of trust. You trust your dog 
not to bite you. You trust your father not to kill you. You trust your 
government to represent you. And this is the fault of government, it is so 
personalistic that it misses the personalities of all who inhabit it. The state is 
untrustworthy, as it clearly betrays your trust. You trust it will let you harm 
yourself; it will not let you, even if such harm leads to eventual well-being. 

That which is permanent and perfect must be imperfect and impermanent. That 
this thing must be able to be scrutinized and falsifiable and, if so, cannot last 
forever. A new perspective, or larger a new paradigm, will come after 
continually. The change of things is the only thing permanent which 
simultaneously negates the permanence as change is a process of 
impermanence, replacement of revolutionization. 

As humans, we long for perfection. Perfection of thought, perfect sports team, 
perfect nation, perfect family, perfect friends, perfect self, perfect god. That 
something, in order for us to live must be perfect at some level. The sooner we 
accept the imperfections of all things, the sooner we realize the lack of 
objectivity of action, the impermanence. Imperfection and impermanence are 
the principles to live. There is no immediate harm in wanting perfection. There 
is harm in not recognizing perfection is naturally unattainable. The perfect can 
only be that which is imperfect. And the permanent can only be that which is 
impermanent. Love dies when our conscious dies. But the permanence of love is 
by having loved in the first place not by it existing beyond us. It does not. Past 
our existence, our love no longer exists. Only a new love, by the discovery of 



our love, can exist. A new love which is not our love, but it is love, thus making 
love permanent.You must think of what truths you can make not which one’s 
you can believe. The thesis of life is making a new one, new values much note 
that the nothings we take as granted. 

The only way in which to become down to Earth is to look for something 
greater than your Earthly perspective; only then would you even be down to 
Earth. You can only get high by starting low. Thus, man is not an end to 
himself, he is the beginning of another. Something greater than man. This does 
not mean man is without worth, only that there is always something greater, 
which is proven by the necessity for us to go and grow; we cannot grow by only 
seeing us as an end. To assume an end is to assume the end, the end of the 
progression of man. Man clearly is able to progress and ‘he should to be better 
‘men. Apes led to us, this does not undermine the value of apes, this enhances it 
as it showed the adaptability of ape to man. And man, therefore, must adapt, 
too, to become any sort of nu. 

The only real knowledge which must exist is just the eventual ability to express 
any idea as being obvious. Which becomes the point of any philosophy, and 
methodology to entertaining some truth: explaining reality obviously, 
explained not with conviction (as there must always be doubt otherwise the 
method has failed) but with understanding, deep understanding of a given 
topic. Understanding to a degree that the perceived “practical” seems 
impractical by the negation of that supposed truth with the substitution of the 
real truth. The practical is what holds one from any truth and simultaneously 
holds one from any universal truth all that same, as you can’t be universal and 
not be rejected by most despite the contradictory nature of such a declaration. 
It’s not that the truth sets you free, it is the truth forces one to have nothing 
else in life but to be free — whatever those “free” and “true” are. Freedom is 
nothing; freedom is a dead nothing as equality of outcome is: bankrupt with the 
illusion of truth. Freedom, nor liberty, are truth; the only thing which looks to 
be truth is nothing. Nothing is fixed, true nothing remains fixed, Jimbo. 
Anything has the ability to be conversed about. 

Permanent Imperfection and Perfect Impermanence. 

Nothing values are not values which don’t exist but are so shallow they are 
barely considered value, rather just an easy, unquestioned belief. Something 
value is a new value, a value which actually has basis, truth or not. 

Nothingness is the key to the Universe, as most of the universe is effectively 
“nothing”. 



That seems to be the only way in which we can ever understand something: by 
the understanding of nothing first to get to something. You cannot understand 
something without understanding nothing. If you understand nothingness, not 
nothing, you understand. 
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our existence, our love no longer exists. Only a new love, by the discovery of 
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love permanent.You must think of what truths you can make not which one’s 
you can believe. The thesis of life is making a new one, new values much note 
that the nothings we take as granted. 

The only way in which to become down to Earth is to look for something 
greater than your Earthly perspective; only then would you even be down to 
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not mean man is without worth, only that there is always something greater, 
which is proven by the necessity for us to go and grow; we cannot grow by only 
seeing us as an end. To assume an end is to assume the end, the end of the 
progression of man. Man clearly is able to progress and ‘he should to be better 
‘men. Apes led to us, this does not undermine the value of apes, this enhances it 
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explained not with conviction (as there must always be doubt otherwise the 
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Nothingness is the key to the Universe, as most of the universe is effectively 
“nothing”. 

That seems to be the only way in which we can ever understand something: by 



the understanding of nothing first to get to something. You cannot understand 
something without understanding nothing. If you understand nothingness, not 
nothing, you understand. 
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imperfections of all things, the sooner we realize the lack of objectivity of 
action, the impermanence. Imperfection and impermanence are the principles to 
live. There is no immediate harm in wanting perfection. There is harm in not 
recognizing perfection is naturally unattainable. The perfect can only be that 
which is imperfect. And the permanent can only be that which is impermanent. 
Love dies when our conscious dies. But the permanence of love is by having 
loved in the first place not by it existing beyond us. It does not. Past our 
existence, our love no longer exists. Only a new love, by the discovery of our 
love, can exist. A new love which is not our love, but it is love, thus making love 
permanent. You must think of what truths you can make not which one’s you 
can believe. The thesis of life is making a new one, new values much note that 
the nothings we take as granted. 

The only way in which to become down to Earth is to look for something 
greater than your Earthly perspective; only then would you even be down to 
Earth. You can only get high by starting low. Thus, man is not an end to 
himself, he is the beginning of another. Something greater than man. This does 
not mean man is without worth, only that there is always something greater, 
which is proven by the necessity for us to go and grow; we cannot grow by only 
seeing us as an end. To assume an end is to assume the end, the end of the 
progression of man. Man clearly is able to progress and ‘he should to be better 
‘men. Apes led to us, this does not undermine the value of apes, this enhances it 
as it showed the adaptability of ape to man. And man, therefore, must adapt, 
too, to become any sort of nu. 

Are you telling me there is nothing else to do other than to consume? 
Consuming is just an excuse to pretend to care. Amortal. 

There is little inherently wrong with consuming things, but consumption 
becomes a problem in the wake of not creating. If one is to only consume and 
not create, ‘he is a shell of a human — a body — and can only live, or really, feel 
they can only live, by consuming. That creating is foolish and does nothing. In 
order to create, one must consume. Otherwise, that which you consume is 
uncritical and you believe what you hear, you don’t challenge the World at 
large, you take it in, doing nothing of it. Eventually getting misinformed to the 
point of believing yourself to be Right, a slow, dissociation and psychosis — a 



dissociation of the world to the point of attributing existence to a nothing, a 
nothing value. 

Everyone thinks. No thinking person wants to be happy, just content. A neutral 
state of being, one where we can observe our current situation of where we are 
with fresh eyes is what is needed in life. Happiness assumes life is a positive; life 
is a neutral which leans easily towards negatives. If there is a scale of quality 
of life, complete positivity is simultaneously negative, positive for oneself 
negative for others. A small level of positivity is needed. Emotion swings easily 
and life is so full in itself, the state if a neutral emotional state of life is fuller 
than what we perceive as optimism to be the fullest full. 

[d do not wish to be happy, I wish to be stable -- to be content. Happiness 
prevents one from completing tasks just as sadness does. Extremes of any 
emotion are never something which we should strive towards. We should strive 
towards moderation of our emotions; complete control.J 

The only real knowledge which must exist is just the eventual ability to express 
any idea as being obvious. Which becomes the point of any philosophy, and 
methodology to entertaining some truth: explaining reality obviously, 
explained not with conviction (as there must always be doubt otherwise the 
method has failed) but with understanding, deep understanding of a given 
topic. Understanding to a degree that the perceived “practical” seems 
impractical by the negation of that supposed truth with the substitution of the 
real truth. The practical is what holds one from any truth and simultaneously 
holds one from any universal truth all that same, as you can’t be universal and 
not be rejected by most despite the contradictory nature of such a declaration. 
It’s not that the truth sets you free, it is the truth forces one to have nothing 
else in life but to be free -- whatever those “free” and “true” are. Freedom is 
nothing; freedom is a dead nothing as equality of outcome is: bankrupt with the 
illusion of truth. Freedom, nor liberty, are truth; the only thing which looks to 
be truth is nothing. Nothing is fixed, true nothing remains fixed, Jimbo. 
Anything has the ability to be conversed about. 

Permanent Imperfection and Perfect Impermanence. 

Nothing values are not values which don’t exist but are so shallow they are 
barely considered value, rather just an easy, unquestioned belief. Something 
value is a new value, a value which actually has basis, truth or not. 

Nothingness is the key to the Universe, as most of the universe is effectively 
“nothing”. 

The best way in which to approach something is with a lack of presupposing 



something exists or is true before the examination of it. We should all begin 
our scientific investigation not assuming we are in a period of order, but of 
chaos and that this order must be found through not the building of 
hierarchical association of ideas but by the building of understanding. Though 
the building of understanding may be contingent on a hierarchical realism of 
the world anyhow due to our perception. Or it may be the case that our 
perception is right within any dimensional reference point but we have 
metaphysical aspirations. 

That seems to be the only way in which we can ever understand something: by 
the understanding of nothing first to get to something. You cannot understand 
something without understanding nothing. If you understand nothingness, not 
nothing, you understand, 
to care. Amortal. 

There is little inherently wrong with consuming things, but consumption 
becomes a problem in the wake of not creating. If one is to only consume and 
not create, ‘he is a shell of a human — a body — and can only live, or really, feel 
they can only live, by consuming. That creating is foolish and does nothing. In 
order to create, one must consume. Otherwise, that which you consume is 
uncritical and you believe what you hear, you don’t challenge the World at 
large, you take it in, doing nothing of it. Eventually getting misinformed to the 
point of believing yourself to be Right, a slow, dissociation and psychosis — a 
dissociation of the world to the point of attributing existence to a nothing, a 
nothing value. 

Everyone thinks. No thinking person wants to be happy, just content. A neutral 
state of being, one where we can observe our current situation of where we are 
with fresh eyes is what is needed in life. Happiness assumes life is a positive; life 
is a neutral which leans easily towards negatives. If there is a scale of quality 
of life, complete positivity is simultaneously negative, positive for oneself 
negative for others. A small level of positivity is needed. Emotion swings easily 
and life is so full in itself, the state if a neutral emotional state of life is fuller 
than what we perceive as optimism to be the fullest full. 

[I do not wish to be happy, I wish to be stable -- to be content. Happiness 
prevents one from completing tasks just as sadness does. Extremes of any 
emotion are never something which we should strive towards. We should strive 
towards moderation of our emotions; complete control.J 

The only real knowledge which must exist is just the eventual ability to express 
any idea as being obvious. Which becomes the point of any philosophy, and 



methodology to entertaining some truth: explaining reality obviously, 
explained not with conviction (as there must always be doubt otherwise the 
method has failed) but with understanding, deep understanding of a given 
topic. Understanding to a degree that the perceived “practical” seems 
impractical by the negation of that supposed truth with the substitution of the 
real truth. The practical is what holds one from any truth and simultaneously 
holds one from any universal truth all that same, as you can’t be universal and 
not be rejected by most despite the contradictory nature of such a declaration. 
It’s not that the truth sets you free, it is the truth forces one to have nothing 
else in life but to be free -- whatever those “free” and “true” are. Freedom is 
nothing; freedom is a dead nothing as equality of outcome is: bankrupt with the 
illusion of truth. Freedom, nor liberty, are truth; the only thing which looks to 
be truth is nothing. Nothing is fixed, true nothing remains fixed, Jimbo. 
Anything has the ability to be conversed about. 

Permanent Imperfection and Perfect Impermanence. 

Nothing values are not values which don’t exist but are so shallow they are 
barely considered value, rather just an easy, unquestioned belief. Something 
value is a new value, a value which actually has basis, truth or not. 

Nothingness is the key to the Universe, as most of the universe is effectively 
“nothing”. 

The best way in which to approach something is with a lack of presupposing 
something exists or is true before the examination of it. We should all begin 
our scientific investigation not assuming we are in a period of order, but of 
chaos and that this order must be found through not the building of 
hierarchical association of ideas but by the building of understanding. Though 
the building of understanding may be contingent on a hierarchical realism of 
the world anyhow due to our perception. Or it may be the case that our 
perception is right within any dimensional reference point but we have 
metaphysical aspirations. 

That seems to be the only way in which we can ever understand something: by 
the understanding of nothing first to get to something. You cannot understand 
something without understanding nothing. If you understand nothingness, not 
nothing, you understand. 
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be truth is nothing. Nothing is fixed, true nothing remains fixed, Jimbo. 
Anything has the ability to be conversed about. 

Permanent Imperfection and Perfect Impermanence. 

Nothing values are not values which don’t exist but are so shallow they are 
barely considered value, rather just an easy, unquestioned belief. Something 
value is a new value, a value which actually has basis, truth or not. 

Nothingness is the key to the Universe, as most of the universe is effectively 
“nothing”. 

The best way in which to approach something is with a lack of presupposing 
something exists or is true before the examination of it. We should all begin 
our scientific investigation not assuming we are in a period of order, but of 
chaos and that this order must be found through not the building of 
hierarchical association of ideas but by the building of understanding. Though 
the building of understanding may be contingent on a hierarchical realism of 
the world anyhow due to our perception. Or it may be the case that our 
perception is right within any dimensional reference point but we have 
metaphysical aspirations. 

That seems to be the only way in which we can ever understand something: by 
the understanding of nothing first to get to something. You cannot understand 
something without understanding nothing. If you understand nothingness, not 
nothing, you understand. 

the examination of it. We should all begin our scientific investigation not 
assuming we are in a period of order, but of chaos and that this order must be 
found through not the building of hierarchical association of ideas but by the 
building of understanding. Though the building of understanding may be 
contingent on a hierarchical realism of the world anyhow due to our 
perception. Or it may be the case that our perception is right within any 



dimensional reference point but we have metaphysical aspirations. 
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